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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 9/9/2009 has been entered. 

All claims are drawn to the same invention claimed in the application prior to the entry of 
the submission under 37 CFR 1.114 and could have been finally rejected on the grounds and art 
of record in the next Office action if they had been entered in the application prior to entry under 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL even though it is a first action 
after the filing of a request for continued examination and the submission under 37 CFR 1.1 14. 
See MPEP § 706.07(b). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 
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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 9/9/2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

2. Applicant argues on page 8 of the Response that Brown does not "disclose or suggest the 
intermediary steps, namely, passing the information to a central device and then from the central 
device to the network server." Brown teaches a "remote apparatus including] a communication 
device, such as a modem, for establishing communication links between the apparatus and the 
central computer system through a communication network ... for transmitting the responses to 
the central computer system..." {Brown column 2 lines 55-67), the "monitoring system includes a 
server and a workstation connected to server through a network link" (Brown column 4 lines 44- 
51), and "server has a database. . . Database is designed to store the responses and measurements. 
Database further includes a lookup table. Table contains a list of the patients to be monitored, 
and for each patient, a corresponding patient identification code..." (Brown column 5 lines 7-19). 
Figures 1 and 2 additionally show the claimed network configuration. The reference teaches the 
limitations and the rejection is maintained. 

3. Applicant argues on page 9 of the Response that "the provision of barcode scanning of 
the McConnell publication is not equivalent to tagging received sample data with a patient 
identifier label information which is communicated to the central device by a data input device." 
The Examiner has responded to this argument in the Final Office Action, Applicant has not 
responded to which part of the presented analysis is incorrect or should be reconsidered, 
therefore with lack of evidence to the contrary, the same rationale is applicable to the current 
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action. In addition, applicant states in the Response on page 10 that "the 'tagging' recited in 
claim 1 of the present invention is the matching of patient identifier label information with its 
respective sample data. The Examiner cannot find a definition for "tagging" that finds the term 
synonymous with "matching". The claims are read in light of the specification and limitations 
from the specification cannot be read into the claims. Given the broadest reasonable 
interpretation of "tagging", in lieu of a special definition, the term is read as interpreted by the 
Examiner in the Final Office Action. See also paragraph [0042] of the present application. 

4. Applicant argues on page 10 of the Response that Brown fails to disclose "controlling a 
central device to communicate data to a patient identifier information label as at least one data 
packet communicated from said central device via a second wireless communication module, as 
recited in claim 6". Figure 9 of Brown teaches the compilation of a report including a patient 
identifier label (patient name) and that "the server generates and displays patient report" (Brown 
column 8 lines 32-42). Figure 2 shows that the report generator is housed on the server (54) and 
displayed on the workstation (20). See also Brown column 6 lines 25-34 for further explanation 
for Figure 2. It is then evident that the central device (server) communicates the patient identifier 
information to the report generator (as a data packet) which compiles it into a report including a 
patient identifier information label. The server then transmits the report to a workstation 
computer (as a second data packet). The reference therefore teaches the limitation and the 
rejection is maintained. 

5. Applicant argues on page 1 1 of the Response that McConnell does not teach "a data input 
device incorporated with the sample testing device" as claimed in claims 9 and 10. McConnell 
clearly teaches that the input device (barcode reader) is integrated with the blood testing unit (see 
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image and description). The reference therefore teaches the limitation and the rejection is 
maintained. 

6. Applicant argues that, in regards to claims 12, 13, 28 the references do not teach "a 
testing device that comprises at least one of a hand-held analytical device and stand-alone 
computer workstation, said testing device located within a contamination field about a patient at 
a patient point of care location." As McConnell teaches "using the device throughout a variety of 
places, including the operating room, emergency department, ambulances, and helicopters. . . 
McConnell publication fails to disclose or suggest locating the testing device within a 
contamination field as defined in the present application, meaning it stays within such an area". 
The Examiner previously addressed this argument in paragraph 42 of the Final Office Action and 
the Examiner's response is applicable to the same argument presented here. Additionally the 
Applicant claims that "contamination field" was defined in the application. The Examiner, 
respectfully, cannot find the definition called out in the specification, only the suggestion that a 
contamination field may include "the presence or the reasonably anticipated presence of blood or 
other potentially infectious materials on an item or surface" (paragraph [0003]). Without 
evidence in the specification to the contrary, any of the examples given by McConnell (i.e. 
operating room, ambulances, etc.) may constitute a contamination field. The reference therefore 
teaches the limitation and the rejection is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1 6, 9, 10, 12-13, and 28 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over McConnell in view of Brown. 

9. As to claim 1, Brown discloses a method of collecting and testing data from a plurality of 
patient point of care locations, the method comprising: 

receiving by a central device sample data from at least one sample testing device at a 
patient point of care location, said sample testing device is adapted to engage an analytical 
device and provide said sample data, said central device adapted to maintain at least one database 
(see figures 1, 2, and 9, and abstract also column 1 , line 6 to column 2, line 6); 

updating said database by the central device, said updating based upon at least one of said 
received sample data, analytical device and patient identifier information, and provide said 
database to a network server (column 9 lines 66-67 and column 10 lines 1-7 and figure 1). 

While Brown discloses the use of an analytical device connected to the remote apparatus 
he does not specifically state that the device is a sample cartridge, McConnell discloses a sample 
cartridge (page 57, 2 nd column). 

Brown also does not explicitly disclose receiving cartridge identifier information or 
tagging data with patient identifier information. 

McConnell discloses controlling said central device to receive cartridge identifier 
information from said sample testing device and tagging data with patient identifier information 
{McConnell page 58, lower half, 4th bullet). Examiner notes that the device of McConnell 
processes tests and downloads the results to a server through a docking station. McConnell is not 
designed for anonymous testing, therefore the data must be tagged with a patient identifier and 
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cartridge identifier information in order to have any utility in a database. McConnell 4th bullet 
page 58 recites "laser bar-code scanning for all data entry- saves time, eliminates manual entry 
errors". It is therefore implicit in the reference that patient identifier and cartridge identifier 
information are read by the barcode reader. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell in order to expedite the collection of sample analysis results 
utilizing a remote system in a patient point of care system. 

10. As to claim 6, see the discussion of claim 1 . Brown further discloses a method of 
collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care locations, further comprising: 

controlling said central device to communicate data to said patient identifier information 
label as at least one data packet communicated from said central device via a second wireless 
communication module (figures 1 and 9). 

11. As to claim 9, see the discussion of claim 1, however Brown does not explicitly disclose 
that the input is incorporated with the sample testing device. McConnell discloses, a method of 
collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care locations, wherein said data 
input device is incorporated with said sample testing device (page 58, bottom half 4th bullet). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell in order to save time and reduce errors in identifying patient 
information within a point of care device. 

12. As to claim 10, see the discussion of claim 1 however, Brown does not explicitly disclose 
that the input device is incorporated with the central device. McConnell discloses a method of 
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collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care locations, wherein said data 
input device is incorporated with said central device (page 58, bottom half 3rd bullet). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell in order to obtain patient records at a point of care location. 

13. With respect to claim 12, See the discussion of claim 1; however, Brown does not 
explicitly disclose a system configuration inclusive of a contamination field. McConnell 
discloses a method of collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care, wherein 
said testing device comprises at least one of a hand-held analytical device and stand-alone 
computer workstation, said testing device located within a contamination field about a patient at 
a patient point of care location (page 57). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell in order to provide point of care laboratory analysis to 
improve efficiency and quality of patient care. 

14. With respect to claim 13, see the discussion of claim 1, however, Brown does not 
explicitly disclose a system configuration inclusive of a contamination field. McConnell further 
discloses a method of collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care 
locations, wherein said central device comprises at least one of a hand-held analytical device and 
stand-alone computer workstation, said central device located beyond a contamination field 
about a patient at a patient point of care location (Page 59, bottom half, 1st and 3rd bullet). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell to provide a centralized database for a group of such devices 
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for increased patient privacy and improved organization of patient files for ease of use by 
medical personnel. 

15. As to claim 28, see the discussion of claim 1, additionally, McConnell discloses a 
method of collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care locations wherein 
said testing device comprises a hand-held analytical device (McConnell page 1 wherein "a blood 
analyzer. . .can be small, lightweight handheld analyzers", said testing device located within a 
contamination field about a patient at a patient point of care location (McConnell wherein the 
contamination field is at a patients bedside), wherein said central device comprises a hand-held 
analytical device (McConnell page 58 and 59 wherein a stand alone computer workstation is a 
"docking station") said central device located beyond the contamination field about the patient 
(the docking station is not at the patients bedside). 
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16. Claims 2-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown in 
view of McConnell in further view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 2001/005 1766 to 
Gazdzinski. 

17. As to claim 2, see the discussion of claim 1, however the prior art does not explicitly 
disclose utilizing a wireless network. Gazdzinski discloses a method of collecting and testing 
data from a plurality of patient point of care locations, further comprising: 

controlling said sample testing device to communicate said sample data to said central 
device as at least one data packet communicated from said sample testing device via a first 
wireless communication module (see page 19 paragraph [0216] where a sample testing device is 
a capsule endoscope). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Gazdzinski in order to utilize wireless communication to transmit testing 
data in order to reduce cost and minimize infrastructure. 

18. As to claim 3, see the discussion of claims 1 and 2. Additionally, Gazdinski further 
discloses a method of collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care 
locations, further comprising: 

controlling said sample testing device to communicate said sample data in a multiplexed 
format, said format including at least one of a time-division multiple access (TDMA) format, 
code-division multiple access (CDMA) format, and frequency-division multiple access (FDMA) 
format (page 19 paragraph [0219]). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Gazdzinski to utilize wireless communication including radio frequency 
format to obtain multiple data in order to reduce cost and minimize infrastructure. 

19. As to claim 4, see the discussion of claim 1 above. Additionally Gazdzinski further 
discloses a method of collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care 
locations, further comprising: 

controlling said central device to receive said sample data from a plurality of sample 
testing devices simultaneously via a second wireless communication module (page 19 paragraph 
[0216]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Gazdzinski in order to allow for multiple patients to be sampled at one 
time saving time and expediting treatment. 

20. As to claim 5, see the discussion of claim 1 above. Additionally, Gazdzinski further 
discloses a method of collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care 
locations, further comprising: 

controlling said central device to communicate data to said sample testing device at least 
one data packet communicated from said central device via a second wireless communication 
module (page 20 paragraph [0223]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Gazdzinski in order to allow two way communications between the central 
database and the remote device. 
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21 . Claims 7-8, 14-15, 20-24, 26-27, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brown in view of McConnell and U.S. Patent Application 2003/0140928 to 
Bui et al. 

22. As to claim 7, see the discussion of claim 1 and 6, however the prior art does not 
explicitly disclose a radio frequency identifier label. Bui discloses a method of collecting and 
testing data from a plurality of patient point of care locations, wherein said patient identifier 
information label is a radio frequency identification label (page 2 paragraph [0022]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Bui in order to utilize encoded forms of data to add increased privacy 
protection and reduce medical errors in the processing of test samples. 

23. As to claim 8, see the discussion of claim 1 . Additionally, Bui discloses a method of 
collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care locations, wherein said data 
input device is at least one of a bar code reader and a radio frequency identification reader (page 
3 and 4, paragraph [0031]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Bui in order to utilize encoded forms of data to add increased privacy 
protection and reduce medical errors in the processing of test samples. 

24. As to claim 14, Brown discloses a system, adapted to collect and test data at a patient 
point of care location from a point located beyond a contamination radius about a patient using 
modular components to create a point of care network, the system comprising: 

an analytical device, adapted to engage a sample testing device for testing a collected 
sample at a patient point of care location, said sample cartridge including a cartridge identifier 
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mechanism, adapted to provide cartridge identifier information (see figures 1, 2, and 9, abstract, 
and column 5 lines 35-39); 

a central device, adapted to receive sample data from said sample testing device at a patient 
point of care location, said central device being further adapted to maintain at least one database 
and to update said database based upon at least one of said cartridge identifier information, 
patient identifier information, and received sample data, and to provide said database to a 
network server (column 9 lines 66-67 and column 10 lines 1-7 and figure 1). 

While Brown discloses the use of a monitoring device connected to the remote apparatus 
he does not specifically state that the device is a sample cartridge, McConnell discloses a sample 
cartridge (page 57, 2 nd column). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell in order to expedite the collection of sample analysis utilizing 
a remote system in a medical environment. 

Brown also does not explicitly disclose a patient identifier label. Bui discloses a patient 
identifier label, adapted to provide patient identifier information (paragraph [022]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Bui in order to utilize encoded forms of data to add increased privacy 
protection and reduce medical errors in the processing of test samples. 
25. As to claim 15, see the discussion of claim 14, however, Brown does not explicitly 
disclose a patient identifier label. Bui further discloses a system wherein: 

said central device is further adapted to tag said received sample data with said patient 
identifier label information (paragraph [022]). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Bui in order to utilize encoded forms of data to add increased privacy 
protection and reduce medical errors in the processing of test samples. 

26. As to claim 20, see the discussion of claim 14, However, Brown does not explicitly 
disclose a patient identifier label or its use. Bui discloses a system wherein said central device is 
adapted to communicate data to said patient identifier information label as at least one data 
packet communicated from said central device via a second wireless communication module 
(paragraph [022]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Bui in order to utilize encoded forms of data to add increased privacy 
protection and reduce medical errors in the processing of test samples. 

27. With respect to claim 21, see the discussion of claim 14, however prior art does not 
explicitly disclose a radio frequency identification label. Bui discloses a system wherein said 
patient identifier information label is a radio frequency identification label (page 2 paragraph 
[0022]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Bui in order to utilize encoded forms of data to add increased privacy 
protection and reduce medical errors in the processing of test samples. 

28. With respect to claim 22, see the discussion of claim 14. Additionally, Bui further 
discloses a system, further comprising a data input device for communicating the patient 
identifier information to said central device, wherein the data input device is at least one of a bar 
code reader and a radio frequency identification label (page 3 and 4 paragraph [0031]). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/6 14,079 Page 1 5 

Art Unit: 3626 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Bui in order to utilize encoded forms of data to add increased privacy 
protection and reduce medical errors in the processing of test samples. 

29. With respect to claim 23, see the discussion of claim 14, however, Brown does not 
explicitly disclose that the input device is incorporated with the sample testing device. 
McConnell discloses a system, wherein said data input device is incorporated with said sample 
testing device (page 58, bottom half 4th bullet). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell in order to save time and reduce errors in identifying patient 
information within a point of care device. 

30. As to claim 24, see the discussion of claim 14, however, Brown does not explicitly 
disclose that the data input device is incorporated with the sample testing device. McConnell 
further discloses a system, wherein said data input device is incorporated with said sample 
testing device (page 58, bottom half 3rd bullet). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell in order to obtain patient records at a point of care location. 

31. As to claim 26, see the discussion of claim 14, however, Brown does not explicitly 
disclose a system configuration inclusive of a contamination field. McConnell discloses a 
system, wherein said testing device comprises at least one of a hand-held analytical device and 
stand-alone computer workstation, said testing device located within a contamination field about 
a patient at a patient point of care location (page 57). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell in order to provide point of care laboratory analysis to 
improve efficiency and quality of patient care. 

32. With respect to claim 27, see the discussion of claim 14, however, Brown does not 
explicitly disclose a system configuration inclusive of a contamination field. McConnell 
discloses a system, wherein said central device comprises at least one of a hand-held analytical 
device and stand-alone computer workstation, said central device located beyond a 
contamination field about a patient at a patient point of care location (Page 59, bottom half, 1 st 
bullet). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with McConnell to provide a centralized database for a group of such devices 
for increased patient privacy and improved organization of patient files for ease of use by 
medical personnel. 

33. As to claim 29, see the discussion of claim 14, additionally, McConnell discloses a 
system of collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care locations wherein 
said testing device comprises a hand-held analytical device {McConnell page 1 wherein "a blood 
analyzer. . .can be small, lightweight handheld analyzers", said testing device located within a 
contamination field about a patient at a patient point of care location (McConnell wherein the 
contamination field is at a patients bedside), wherein said central device comprises a hand-held 
analytical device {McConnell page 58 and 59 wherein a stand alone computer workstation is a 
"docking station") said central device located beyond the contamination field about the patient 
(the docking station is not at the patients bedside). 
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34. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown in view of 
McConnell in further view of the I-Stat website retrieved for the date 4/2/2003 via site 
http://web.archive.org/web/20030402092614/www.istat.com/products/. 

35. As to claim 11, see the discussion of claim 1, however prior art does not explicitly 
disclose the type of blood tests to be performed. I-Stat discloses 

A method of collecting and testing data from a plurality of patient point of care locations, 
wherein said sample data comprises pH, pC02, p02, pCl, pN03, Na+, Ca++, K+, hematocrit 
and glucose levels in said sample (page 1 and 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with I-Stat in order to provide a multiplicity of blood sample tests to be 
conducted at once in order to further expedite and improve patient treatment. 
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36. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown in view of 
McConnell, Bui, and I-Stat. 

37. As to claim 25, see the discussion of claim 14, however prior art does not specifically 
disclose what blood tests are to be preformed. I-Stat discloses a system, wherein said sample data 
comprises pH, pC02, p02, pCl, pN03, Na+, Ca++, K+, hematocrit and glucose levels in said 
sample (page 1 and 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with I-Stat in order to provide a multiplicity of blood sample tests to be 
conducted at once in order to further expedite and improve patient treatment. 
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38. Claims 16-19, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown in 
view of McConnell, Bui et al, and Gazdzinski. 

39. As to claim 16, see the discussion of claim 14, however prior art does not explicitly 
disclose a wireless system. Gazdzinski discloses a system, wherein: 

said sample testing device is adapted to communicate said sample data to said central 
device as at least one data packet communicated from said sample testing device via a first 
wireless communication module (see page 19 paragraph [0216] where a sample testing device is 
a capsule endoscope). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Gazdzinski in order to utilize wireless communication to transmit testing 
data in order to reduce cost and minimize infrastructure. 

40. As to claim 17, see the discussion of claim 14 and 15. Additionally, Gazdzinski further 
discloses a system, wherein: 

said sample testing device is adapted to communicate said sample data in a multiplexed 
format, said format including at least one of a time-division multiple access (TDMA) format, 
code-division multiple access (CDMA) format, and frequency-division multiple access (FDMA) 
format (page 19 paragraph [0219]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Gazdzinski to utilize wireless communication including radio frequency 
format to obtain multiple data in order to reduce cost and minimize infrastructure. 

41 . As to claim 18, see the discussion of claim 14. Additionally, Gazdzinski further discloses 
a system, wherein: 
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said central device is adapted to receive said sample data from a plurality of sample testing 
devices simultaneously via a second wireless communication module (page 19 paragraph 
[0216]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Gazdzinski in order to allow for multiple patients to be sampled at one 
time saving time and expediting treatment. 

42. As to claim 19, see the discussion of claim 14. Additionally, Gazdzinski discloses a 
system, wherein said central device is adapted to communicate data to said sample testing device 
as at least one data packet communicated from said central device via a second wireless 
communication module (page 20 paragraph [0223]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Brown with Gazdzinski in order to allow two way communications between the central 
database and the remote device. 
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Conclusion 

43. This is a RCE of applicant's earlier Application No. 10/614079. All claims are drawn to 
the same invention claimed in the earlier application and could have been finally rejected on the 
grounds and art of record in the next Office action if they had been entered in the earlier 
application. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL even though it is a first action in 
this case. See MPEP § 706.07(b). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no, however, 
event will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of 
this final action. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eliza Squires whose telephone number is (571)270-7052. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8 am - 4 pm Eastern Standard 
Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher Gilligan can be reached on 571-272-6770. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

IE. S.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 3626 
9/16/09 



IC. Luke Gilligan/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3626 



